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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to the RCE and Amendment filed 1/30/2008. 
Claims 1, 3-5, 7, and 9-11 are pending. Claims 1 and 7 are independent. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on January 
30, 2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Matsuzaki 
et al. (US 2003/0189929), hereafter Matsuzaki in view of Peloquin et al. (US 6449705), 
hereafter Peloquin. 

Regarding claim 1, Matsuzaki discloses: 

A method of generating a network zone plan, comprising: 

collecting device connectivity information for devices in a network; ([0055] 
states that the information necessary for system construction is input into the 
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system. In [0056] it describes that the first part of information required is about 
physical devices, and that the second part is about the connections between the 
devices. Inherently, in order for this information to be input, it must be collected.) 

performing an analysis on the collected information to infer relationships 
between the devices; (This analysis of the collected information is inherently 
preformed in order to supply the third information listed in the last three lines of 
[0056], i.e. access path data.) 

identifying policies to be utilized in generating a zone plan of the network 
wherein said polices include type of storage device and grouping (These policies 
are identified in [0080] as access path data is input into the system as well as 
being identified as essential data in [0056] in addition to the types of devices and 
their physical groupings); and 

generating the zone plan based on a combination of the analysis 
performed and the identified zoning policies, (the zone plan is generated in 
[0081] (i.e. "access path connection command files"). 

implementing the zone plan in a storage area network (SAN). (Note the 
title of the invention specifies the solution is for a Storage Area Network, and that 
the specification continuously refers to a SAN (Storage Area Network.) 

Matsuzaki discloses all the limitations of claim 1 except for the use of 
granularity as a policy. 

The general concept of using a policy of granularity in creating zones is 
well known in the art as taught by Peloquin. (Col. 6 lines 10-22 discloses a 
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maximum and minimum size of a zone, thus the granularity of the zone (i.e. the 
minimum size.)) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Matsuzaki with the general concept of using a policy of 
granularity in creating zones as taught by Peloquin in order to allow for more 
efficient management of system resources. 
4. Claims 1 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hsieh et al. (US 6751702), hereafter Hsieh in view of Peloquin. 
Regarding claims 1 and 7, Hsieh discloses: 
A method of generating a network zone plan, comprising: 

collecting device connectivity information for devices in a network; (this 
collection must inherently take place in order to create the data model in Fig. 8) 

performing an analysis on the collected information to infer relationships 
between the devices; (this analysis is also performed inherently in order to be 
able to create the relationships between devices on the network that are shown 
in the data model) 

identifying policies to be utilized in generating a zone plan of the network 
wherein said polices include type of storage device, and grouping; (these policies 
are defined by the controller in the storage system, see Col. 19, lines 54-67 
which detail setting up the policies for a host that effect the zoning for that host); 
and 
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generating the zone plan based on a combination of the analysis 
performed and the identified zoning policies. (Fig. 7, Step 702, which is described 
as Creating a Path through the switching matrix by Zoning in Col. 20, lines 1-8.) 

Hsieh further discloses that the method may be implemented in a 
computer readable medium. 

implementing the zone plan in a storage area network (SAN). (Col. 3, lines 
24-28, state that the system and method are regarding a networked data storage 
device, making the network a Storage Area Network.) 

Hsieh discloses all the limitations of claims 1 and 7 except for the use of 
granularity as a policy. 

The general concept of using a policy of granularity in creating zones is 
well known in the art as taught by Peloquin. (Col. 6 lines 10-22 discloses a 
maximum and minimum size of a zone, thus the granularity of the zone (i.e. the 
minimum size.)) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Matsuzaki with the general concept of using a policy of 
granularity in creating zones as taught by Peloquin in order to allow for more 
efficient management of system resources. 
5. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matsuzaki and Peloquin as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Tawil et al. 
(US2002/0103913), hereafter Tawil. 

Regarding claims 3-5, Matsuzaki discloses: 
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wherein the devices include host systems (Server 100) to access data and 
storage subsystems (Storage 200) which are providers of data. (See Fig. 1) 
Matsuzaki and Peloquin teach all the limitations of claims 3-5 except for a zone 
dictating which devices are visible to each other, or being a network-layer access 
control mechanism that dictates which storage subsystems are visible to which hosts. 

The general concept of zones controlling network visibility between devices is 
well-known in the art as taught by Tawil. (See [0010], "Devices in the same zone can 
see each other but devices in different zones cannot see each other.") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Matsuzaki and Peloquin with the general concept of zones 
controlling network visibility between devices as taught by Tawil in order to conserve the 
port login resources of a storage device. (Tawil [0010], lines 1-2) 
6. Claims 3-5 and 9-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hsieh and Peloquin as applied to claims 1 and 7 above, and further in view of 
Tawil. 

Regarding claims 3-5 and 9-11, Hsieh discloses: 

wherein the devices include host systems (Hosts 1-N) to access data and storage 
subsystems (Central Storage Device 8) which are providers of data. (See Fig. 1) 

Hsieh and Peloquin teach all the limitations of claims 3-5 and 9-1 1 except for a 
zone dictating which devices are visible to each other, or being a network-layer access 
control mechanism that dictates which storage subsystems are visible to which hosts. 
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The general concept of zones controlling network visibility between devices is 
well-known in the art as taught by Tawil. (See [0010], "Devices in the same zone can 
see each other but devices in different zones cannot see each other.") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Hsieh and Peloquin with the general concept of zones controlling 
network visibility between devices as taught by Tawil in order to conserve the port login 
resources of a storage device. (Tawil [0010], lines 1-2) 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 1/30/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

8. Applicant first argues that the Amendments to the claims overcome the prior art 
of record, (i.e. that The amendments distinguish the claims from Pelaquin.) The 
Examiner disagrees, as the claim language merely states that the zones do not need to 
be the same size. However, this language does not limit the claims to only having zones 
of different sizes, therefore, Pelaquin still teaches the concept of using granularity to 
determine a zone plan. 

9. Applicant secondly argues that Tawil does not teach that the zoning plan dictates 
which devices can see each other. However, Applicant then admits that Tawil teaches 
that devices in the same zone can see each other and devices in different zones 
cannot. Since the zones are dictated by the zone plan, and the zones determine what 
devices can see each other, Tawil then teaches that zone plans dictate what devices 
can see each other. The remainder of Applicant's arguments regarding the Tawil 
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reference are limitations which are not found in the claims, (i.e. not requiring all the 
devices in the same zone to be able to see each other, and/or devices in one zone 
being able to see devices in a different zone). Applicant is reminded that although thxe 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are 
not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL E. KEEFER whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1591 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 
9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nathan Flynn can be reached on (571) 272-1915. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/676,433 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2146 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



MEK 3/29/2008 

/Joseph E. Avellino/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2146 



